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Abstract  
This paper examines how paƌeŶtiŶg pƌaĐtiĐes populaƌlǇ Đlassed as ͚good͛ are related 
to economic disadvantage, education, and time pressure.  Using the 2012 UK Poverty 
and Social Exclusion (PSE) survey we argue that parenting practices such as reading, 
playing games and eating meals together are not absent among those who are less 
well educated, have lower incomes, or are more deprived of socially accepted 
necessities: therefore, political Đlaiŵs of ǁidespƌead ͚pooƌ paƌeŶtiŶg͛ aƌe ŵisplaĐed. 
Further, we suggest that the dominant trope of poor people being poor at parenting 
may arise because the activities of the most educationally advantaged parents – who 
do look different to the majority – are accepted as the benchmark against whom 
others are assessed. This leads us to suggest that the renewed interest in sociological 
research on elites should be extended to family life in order that the exceptionality 
of the most privileged is recognised and analysed. 
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Introduction 
Parenting is increasingly foregrounded in discussions of how to promote social 
renewal (Jensen 2010:1) in order to ensure that children become active citizens of 
the future. In current popular and political discourse it is parents who must take 
responsibility for ĐhildƌeŶ͛s soĐial, eŵotioŶal aŶd eduĐatioŶal suĐĐess ;oƌ failuƌeͿ; as 
the Deputy Prime Minister Nick Clegg phrased it in 2010 ͞PaƌeŶts hold the foƌtuŶes 
of the ĐhildƌeŶ theǇ ďƌiŶg iŶto this ǁoƌld iŶ theiƌ haŶds͟ (The Telegraph, 18th 
August). The association made between the actions of parents and outcomes for 
ĐhildƌeŶ has justified the ĐategoƌisatioŶ of ͞paƌeŶtiŶg as a puďliĐ health issue͟ 
;O͛CoŶŶoƌ aŶd “Đott ϮϬϬϳ:27) and poor parenting has therefore been identified as of 
acute concern (Field 2010). However critiques of poor parenting have swiftly 
transformed into criticism of poor parents, reproducing negative images of working 
class families (Gillies 2008), and harking back to the cultural deficit theory in which 
underachievement among the poor is deemed to be the fault of individuals, families 
and communities (Gordon 2011). While a substantial body of qualitative work 
documenting the difficulties of negotiating the demands of parenting on a limited 
income does now exist (see Pemberton et al. 2013 for a review) there is little 
quantitative work which examines whether poverty or education makes a difference 
to paƌeŶts͛ level of engagement in child-related activities, and it is this question 
which our article addresses.  
 
Parenting Culture 
“haƌoŶ HaǇs͛ (1996) work, which introduced the adjeĐtiǀe ͚iŶteŶsiǀe͛ to desĐƌiďe 
expectations of mothers, has become the point of departure for discussions about 
the discourse and practices of contemporary parenting culture. Her description of 
this new era as requiring greater commitment in order to fulfil the obligations of 
͞emotionally absorbing, labor-iŶteŶsiǀe, aŶd fiŶaŶĐiallǇ eǆpeŶsiǀe͟ mothering 
(1996:8) also find form in less academic debate. ͚Tigeƌ ŵoŵs͛ ;Chua ϮϬϭϭͿ, foƌ 
eǆaŵple, aƌe eitheƌ aĐĐused of ďeiŶg oǀeƌlǇ pushǇ iŶ eŶĐouƌagiŶg theiƌ ĐhildƌeŶ to 
take oŶ ŵultiple eǆtƌa-ĐuƌƌiĐulaƌ aĐtiǀities oƌ lauded foƌ atteŵptiŶg to eŶsuƌe theiƌ 
ĐhildƌeŶ s͛ futuƌe, ǁhile ͚heliĐopteƌ paƌeŶts͛ aƌe ĐƌitiĐised foƌ ďeiŶg too ĐloselǇ 
iŶǀolǀed aŶd pƌoteĐtiǀe of theiƌ ĐhildƌeŶ ;The EĐoŶoŵist ϮϬϭϰͿ. Recent sociologically 
informed work has taken a largely critical stance against the observed intensification 
of parenthood. Some suggest that a constant questioning of ǁhetheƌ paƌeŶts aƌe 
doiŶg ͚it͛ ƌight has led to paranoia among parents (Furedi 2001). Motheƌs – aŶd to a 
lesseƌ degƌee fatheƌs ;“hiƌaŶi et al. ϮϬϭϮͿ – are overly and unnecessarily worried as 
increasingly parenting becomes all-consuming and intensely self-conscious (Lee et al. 
2014; Nelson 2010). Reece (2013) argues that the endorsement of a model of 
͚positiǀe paƌeŶtiŶg͛ as a response to the difficult task of contemporary parenting 
leads to the destruction of spontaneous parent-child relationships and ultimately a 
coercive model of constant reflection. Similarly, Hoffman (2010) suggests that the 
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task of pƌoduĐiŶg the ͚ƌesilieŶt Đhild͛ aĐtuallǇ leads to gƌeateƌ soĐial ĐoŶtƌol aŶd 
conformity. Whilst the first wave of publications documenting this parenting cultural 
script originated in the US, studies illustrating the psychological burden of parenting 
have since drawn from a wide range of countries across Europe, North America and 
beyond (see e.g. Faircloth et al. 2013).  
 
Researchers have highlighted that dominant ideas of good parenthood derive largely 
from middle-class perspectives (Klett-Davies 2010). Lareau (2003) in the US 
deǀeloped the ĐoŶĐept of ͚ĐoŶĐeƌted ĐultiǀatioŶ͛ to ĐhaƌaĐteƌise a ŵiddle-class 
orientation to parenthood, in contƌast to the ͚Ŷatuƌal gƌoǁth͛ adǀoĐated ďǇ paƌeŶts 
from working class backgrounds. Gewirtz (2001) argues that the publicly acceptable 
version of contemporary good parenting has its origins in the values and behaviours 
of a middle-class fraction, which values the iŶstƌuŵeŶtal aŶd iŶdiǀidualistiĐ, ͚active 
ĐoŶsuŵeƌ͛ ;2001:374). Irwin and Elley (2011) add an important clarification in 
arguing that there is significant diversity within the middle-class. Their research 
shows that while some middle-class parents assume their children will have 
educational success and are confident in their own ability to influence their 
ĐhildƌeŶ͛s futuƌe if necessary, others, whose circumstances mean that success is less 
taken for granted, demonstrate a more strategic orientation (2011:492). The range 
of competencies and degree of commitment associated with ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ good 
parenting (Faircloth and Lee 2010; Gillies 2011) is illustrated through engagement in 
practices which operate as markers of appropriate parenting. Many of these 
activities – such as reading with children, helping with homework and visiting 
museums – relate particularly to education (Reay 2010; Vincent et al. 2013).  
 
UK policy context 
Interest in parenting is strongly reflected in, and reinforced by, current political 
debate. Concern with parenting practices was first explicitly raised in UK government 
poliĐǇ ǁith Keith Joseph͛s speeĐh oŶ the ͚ĐǇĐle of depƌiǀatioŶ͛ iŶ ϭϵϳϮ ;Welshŵan 
2007), although the arrival of a Labour government in 1974 led to a shift in focus 
with more attention on social and economic factors. The Conservative governments 
of the 1980s and first half of the 1990s, emphasised the importance of household 
form, with lone parents singled out for disapprobation. In the latter period of the 
1990s under New Labour, the UK witnessed the previous focus on family structure 
replaced by greater attention on practices, particularly those of parents; Williams 
(2004) describes a policy shift away from partnering (couples) and towards 
parenting. Gillies sees this era as involving repositioning family as ͞a puďliĐ ƌatheƌ 
thaŶ pƌiǀate ĐoŶĐeƌŶ͟ ;2011:4.3) which provided a rationale for more direct state 
intervention in family lives. This ranged from advice on parenting difficulties and 
encouragement to engage in specific parent-child activities (such as reading with 
children as suggested in the Department of Health Birth to Five booklet 2009) 
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through to, as Gillies (2012) describes, more coercive and authoritarian measures 
which involve threats of fines and imprisonment for parents who do not comply. In 
particular the linking of anti-social and criminal behaviour among children to an 
absence of appropriate parenting was responsible for greater governmental 
intervention to support, guide, admonish, and, in extremis, punish parents (Edwards 
and Gillies 2004; Gillies 2011).  
 
Since the new Conservative-led Coalition government took power in 2010 during a 
period of global economic crisis and national recession, debate over how the 
economy should be managed has been to the fore.  As discussions about increased 
poverty and widening inequality have re-emerged in the UK, so too has the 
dominance of an individualized discourse to explain poverty. What is new is the 
special status attributed to parenting in overcoming material disadvantage (Author 
A). The Field Report (2010) which was commissioned by the government to develop 
a strategy to addƌess Đhild poǀeƌtǇ eǆpliĐitlǇ ƌefeƌs to the ƌole of ͚good paƌeŶtiŶg͛ 
and Ŷotes at the outset that ͞We iŵpeƌil the ĐouŶtƌǇ͛s futuƌe if ǁe foƌget that it is 
the aspirations and actions of parents which are critical to how well their children 
pƌospeƌ͟ ;Field ϮϬϭϬ:ϭϭͿ. Fuƌtheƌ, the role of material resources is actively 
downplayed at the same time as parenting is promoted as the solution to social 
pƌoďleŵs; ͞Something more fundamental than the scarcity of money is adversely 
doŵiŶatiŶg the liǀes of these ĐhildƌeŶ͟ ;Field ϮϬϭϬ:ϭϳͿ. And similarly, a government 
commissioned report on developing effective interventions with families at risk of 
multiple disadvantage stated that ͞the ƌight kiŶd of paƌeŶtiŶg is a ďiggeƌ iŶflueŶĐe oŶ 
theiƌ [ĐhildƌeŶ͛s] futuƌe thaŶ ǁealth, Đlass, eduĐatioŶ oƌ aŶǇ otheƌ ĐoŵŵoŶ soĐial 
faĐtoƌ͟ ;Allen 2011:xiv). There is evidence of this prioritising and individualising of 
parenting in other national contexts too. The widespread adoption of the ͚Tƌiple P͛ 
parenting support programme (across 25 countries) highlights that eǆteŶsiǀe 
ƌefleĐtioŶ, aŶd ĐultiǀatioŶ of the ͚ƌight͛ paƌeŶtiŶg pƌaĐtiĐes, is iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ ĐoŶsideƌed 
a ŶeĐessitǇ ;‘aeŵakeƌs aŶd VaŶdezaŶde ϮϬϭϯͿ. 
 
It is this approach and tone which also underpins the high profile ͚Tƌouďled Faŵilies͛ 
programme launched in the UK in 2011. This initiative targets 120,000 families in 
Britain who live ͞troubled and chaotic lives͟ (DWP 2012) by promoting direct 
interventions through a key worker. As pointed out by Levitas (2012), the initial 
method of classifying ͚troubled families͛ was based on measures of severe multiple 
disadvantage (e.g a household with no parent in work, a parent with a long-standing 
disability, or a low family income), that is, faŵilies ͚ǁith tƌouďles͛ who require 
additional support. However, the government consciously conflates families who 
have troubles with families who cause trouble, or to put it more colloquially 
͚Ŷeighďouƌs fƌoŵ hell͛ ;Leǀitas ϮϬϭϮͿ; reflecting the current political tendency to 
label the most disadvantaged in society as the cause of social harm.  
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Thus a combination of a general concern with the interiority of family lives, alongside 
explicit UK policies which are placing particular attention on the parenting activities 
of the most disadvantaged in society, at a time when similar discourses of parenting 
are emerging across Europe and the Anglophone world, set the context for exploring 
the relationship between poverty, education and parenting.  
 
Methods 
Measures of parenting 
The teƌŵ ͚paƌeŶtiŶg͛ is ofteŶ used as if it ƌefeƌs to a siŶgle ĐoŶĐept, ǁheŶ it is ƌeallǇ a 
multifaceted notion comprising parenting behaviours/styles; the quality of the 
parent-child relationship; parenting activities; and more general caring activities (see 
Author A for a longer discussion). Our focus here is specifically on parenting 
practices, that is, direct parent-child activities. Practices are important because it is 
thƌough the ͚doiŶg͛ of faŵilǇ life that expectations and daily reality are constructed 
(see Morgan 1996). It is also practices which have been referred to most prominently 
in recent governmental, think-tank and media coverage of parenting. In this paper 
we concentrate specifically on education related activities, joint leisure pursuits and 
eating together. 
 
WithiŶ the UK theƌe is a ĐoŶsideƌaďle foĐus oŶ paƌeŶts͛ ƌole iŶ the eduĐation of their 
children, based on the strong association made between parenting and outcomes for 
children. Frank Field MP who authored the government report The Foundation Years 
;ϮϬϭϬͿ eŵphasises the ƌole of the ͚hoŵe leaƌŶiŶg eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt͛ foƌ ĐhildƌeŶ͛s futuƌe. 
Following this, we captured the frequency with which parents engaged with some 
activities that have been associated with educational success. We included 
information about three activities; reading with your child or talking about their 
reading, helping with or talking about homework, aŶd atteŶdaŶĐe at paƌeŶts͛ 
evenings. Reading with children has become especially dominant as a marker of 
good parenting: it is alŵost uŶiǀeƌsallǇ pƌeseŶt iŶ ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ ͚hoǁ to paƌeŶt͛ lists 
(e.g. Paterson 2011) and there are numerous programmes encouraging parents to 
ƌead ǁith theiƌ ĐhildƌeŶ suĐh as ͚‘ead AĐƌoss AŵeƌiĐa͛ aŶd ͚Woƌld Book DaǇ͛ 
(organised by UNESCO). This status is due to the particular link made between 
reading to children and better development of literacy and numeracy skills, most 
notably in the influential Effective Provision of Pre-School Education (EPPE) report 
(Sylva et al. 2004). Involvement with homework and atteŶdaŶĐe at sĐhool paƌeŶts͛ 
evenings are measures of engagement with the school curriculum and ĐhildƌeŶ͛s 
academic progress which are especially relevant as parents are increasingly 
encouraged to become more involved in classroom activities and even the running of 
schools (Desforges 2003).  
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We measured three leisure activities: playing games; sports; and watching television. 
Playing together is oŶe of the ŵeasuƌes iŶĐluded as a ŵaƌkeƌ of a positiǀe ͚hoŵe 
leaƌŶiŶg eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt͛ ;Field 2010) and is also mentioned in the list of five positive 
parenting activities promoted by CentreForum (Paterson 2011). Playing sports on a 
regular basis, and more generally encouraging children to be physically active, has 
emerged as a consequence of concerns over child obesity (see Department of Health 
2011) although discussion of the importance of this as a joint parent-child activity is 
less pronounced. Television viewing is rather more controversial. A dominant 
popular discourse suggests that television viewing as a passive (both intellectually 
and physically) leisure activity is damaging for children but recent research has found 
that children who watch more television are actually ahead of their peers in 
academic terms (Sullivan et al. 2013) and that the type of television watched is 
relevant with ͚sophistiĐated͛ pƌogƌaŵŵes assoĐiated ǁith gƌeateƌ liŶguistic ability 
and cultural knowledge (Sullivan 2001).  
 
We also chose to include a question on how often parents and children ate together. 
Family meals are viewed as a vehicle for family togetherness (Brannen et al. 
2013:419) and the valorisation of family mealtimes (Gillies 2011:8.6) means that the 
alleged decline in families eating together is often a topic of concern, even though 
the extent to which there has been a genuine reduction in the family meal appears 
to have been exaggerated (Jackson 2008). An additional rationale for including this 
practice is that although it has a relatively low profile in the UK it is very prominent 
in other national contexts, for example in Japan the iŵpoƌtaŶĐe of Đo-eatiŶg has 
ďeeŶ highlighted iŶ a seƌies of ƌeĐeŶt goǀeƌŶŵeŶt White Papeƌs (Author A).  
 
The foĐus oŶ the iŵpaĐt of paƌeŶtiŶg oŶ outĐoŵes foƌ ĐhildƌeŶ has takeŶ foƌ gƌaŶted 
that ͚good͛ paƌeŶtiŶg ĐaŶ ďe ideŶtified aŶd ŵeasuƌed. Ouƌ aŶalǇsis ĐaŶŶot assess 
hoǁ paƌeŶtiŶg is eŶaĐted; it ŵaǇ Ŷot ďe ƌeadiŶg ǁith ĐhildƌeŶ ďut ďeiŶg aďle to do so 
iŶ a ǁaǇ that hits the ƌight ͚eduĐatioŶal ďuttoŶs͛ ;aŶd so is tƌaŶslated iŶto positiǀe 
eduĐatioŶal outĐoŵesͿ that ƌeallǇ ŵatteƌs. The analysis also leaves out other aspects 
of parental behaviour such as disciplinary practices, regularity of meal and bed times 
and nutritional value of meals. The range of the activities explored here is therefore 
relatively narrowi and focuses on those parent-child practices which have received 
most recent political attention.   
 
Despite a policy focus on the early years (0-5) as being the prime point for successful 
iŶteƌǀeŶtioŶ ;e.g. AlleŶ ϮϬϭϭͿ paƌeŶts͛ potential negligence regarding the parenting 
of older children and teenagers is also evident; witness some of the comments after 
the English riots of August 2011 suĐh as Daǀid CaŵeƌoŶ͛s (BBC 2011) statement that 
the ƌoot ǁas ͞a laĐk of pƌopeƌ paƌeŶtiŶg, a laĐk of pƌopeƌ upďƌiŶgiŶg͟ and an opinion 
poll finding that 85 per cent of the public cited poor parenting as the main cause of 
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the riots (Prasad and Bawdon 2011). Our strategy was therefore to ensure that 
questions were not restricted to activities that only applied to very young children 
and the phrasing of questions was as inclusive as possible, such as talking about 
homework as well as helping with it. Parents were asked how many days in the last 
week they had done each of the activities (Table 1). 
 
Table 1 about here 
 
Potential influences on parenting practices 
IŶ additioŶ to the poteŶtial effeĐt of poǀeƌtǇ oŶ ouƌ speĐified good paƌeŶtiŶg 
pƌaĐtiĐes, ǁe also posited that leǀels of paƌeŶtal eduĐatioŶ aŶd tiŵe ŵaǇ haǀe aŶ 
iŵpaĐt. The hǇpothesis iŶ ƌelatioŶ to poǀeƌtǇ is that ǁe ǁould eǆpeĐt those ǁho aƌe 
pooƌ to eŶgage iŶ ͚good͛ paƌeŶtiŶg pƌaĐtiĐes less fƌeƋueŶtlǇ ďeĐause theǇ laĐk the 
ŵateƌial ƌesouƌĐes to do so. LaĐkiŶg aĐĐess to takeŶ-foƌ-gƌaŶted ŶeĐessities ŵaǇ 
ŵeaŶ that paƌeŶts aƌe uŶaďle to fulfil the ƌeƋuiƌeŵeŶts of soĐiallǇ aĐĐeptaďle 
eŶgaged paƌeŶtiŶg. This Đould take a Ŷuŵďeƌ of foƌŵs. Pooƌeƌ paƌeŶts ŵaǇ speŶd 
less tiŵe ƌeadiŶg ǁith ĐhildƌeŶ, oƌ plaǇiŶg gaŵes oƌ spoƌts ǁith theŵ ďeĐause theǇ 
do Ŷot haǀe the ďooks oƌ eƋuipŵeŶt aǀailaďle at hoŵe. IŶitial ƌesults fƌoŵ the 
PoǀeƌtǇ aŶd “oĐial EǆĐlusioŶ ;P“EͿ suƌǀeǇ fouŶd that half a ŵillioŶ sĐhool age ĐhildƌeŶ 
;siǆ peƌ ĐeŶtͿ ĐaŶŶot affoƌd leisuƌe aĐtiǀities ;GoƌdoŶ et al. ϮϬϭϯͿ. PoǀeƌtǇ ŵaǇ also 
haǀe aŶ iŵpaĐt iŶ a less diƌeĐt ǁaǇ thƌough ƌeliaŶĐe oŶ the puďliĐ pƌoǀisioŶ of 
faĐilities foƌ leisuƌe puƌsuits ;suĐh as paƌks aŶd liďƌaƌiesͿ. DaǀidsoŶ aŶd Poǁeƌ ;ϮϬϬϳͿ 
fouŶd that iŶ tǁo depƌiǀed aƌeas of East LoŶdoŶ paƌeŶts had feǁ spoƌts oƌ leisuƌe 
faĐilities that ǁeƌe easilǇ aĐĐessiďle aŶd that Đost aŶd ĐoŶĐeƌŶs oǀeƌ aŶti-soĐial 
ďehaǀiouƌ ǁeƌe additioŶal ďaƌƌieƌs to theiƌ use. FiŶallǇ, those ǁith feǁeƌ fiŶaŶĐial 
ƌesouƌĐes ŵaǇ haǀe a ƌeduĐed aďilitǇ to tƌade ŵoŶeǇ foƌ tiŵe.ii We iŶĐluded tǁo 
ŵeasuƌes of poǀeƌtǇ iŶ the aŶalǇsis. OffiĐial defiŶitioŶs of poǀeƌtǇ iŶ the UK aƌe 
ĐoŵŵoŶlǇ ďased oŶ the pƌopoƌtioŶ of the populatioŶ falliŶg ďeloǁ ϲϬ% of the 
ŵediaŶ iŶĐoŵe afteƌ adjustiŶg foƌ household size aŶd ĐoŵpositioŶ aŶd ǁe iŶĐluded 
this as ouƌ ͚at-ƌisk-of-poǀeƌtǇ͛ ;A‘OPͿ ǀaƌiaďle. IŶ additioŶ, ǁe also used suďjeĐtiǀe 
assessŵeŶts of poǀeƌtǇ ďǇ askiŶg iŶdiǀiduals ǁhetheƌ theǇ ĐoŶsideƌ theŵselǀes pooƌ 
Ŷoǁ aŶd ǁhetheƌ theǇ ĐoŶsideƌ theiƌ liǀiŶg staŶdaƌd is ďeloǁ aǀeƌage.iii 
 
Theƌe is also the possiďilitǇ that eduĐatioŶ ŵaǇ haǀe a sepaƌate effeĐt; those paƌeŶts 
ǁith higheƌ leǀels of eduĐatioŶ ŵaǇ ďe ďetteƌ plaĐed to eŶgage iŶ eduĐatioŶal 
aĐtiǀities ǁith theiƌ ĐhildƌeŶ. Those ǁith loǁeƌ eduĐatioŶal ƋualifiĐatioŶs ŵaǇ ďe less 
aďle to eŶgage iŶ sĐhool ďased aĐtiǀities ǁith ĐhildƌeŶ ďeĐause of theiƌ oǁŶ laĐk of 
kŶoǁledge, foƌ eǆaŵple iŶ helpiŶg ǁith seĐoŶdaƌǇ sĐhool hoŵeǁoƌk. EduĐatioŶ theŶ 
ŵaǇ ďe used as a pƌoǆǇ foƌ ĐoŵpeteŶĐe iŶ the aĐadeŵiĐ aƌeŶa aŶd those ǁho haǀe 
less ĐoŵpeteŶĐǇ ŵaǇ Ŷot eŶgage iŶ these aspeĐts of ͚good͛ paƌeŶtiŶg. “eĐoŶdlǇ, 
ǀieǁiŶg eduĐatioŶal attaiŶŵeŶt as ďƌiŶgiŶg ǁith it a degƌee of Đultuƌal Đapital ŵeaŶs 
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that those ǁithout it ŵaǇ feel uŶĐoŵfoƌtaďle iŶ a sĐhool eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt, iŶĐƌeasiŶg the 
likelihood that theǇ aƌe uŶaďle to eŶgage iŶ dialogue ǁith theiƌ ĐhildƌeŶ s͛ teaĐheƌs 
;‘eaǇ ϭϵϵϴ, ϮϬϬϲͿ. To ŵeasuƌe eduĐatioŶ ǁe used the highest ƋualifiĐatioŶs of the 
iŶdiǀidual ǁho ƌespoŶded to the paƌeŶtiŶg ƋuestioŶs. 
 
The fiŶal possiďle iŶflueŶĐe ǁe ĐoŶsideƌed is tiŵe. Theƌe aƌe tǁo plausiďle sĐeŶaƌios 
eaĐh suggestiǀe of a diffeƌeŶt ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ tiŵe-pƌessuƌe aŶd eŶgageŵeŶt 
iŶ ouƌ ͚positiǀe͛ paƌeŶtiŶg pƌaĐtiĐes. Peƌhaps due to the ĐoŵďiŶed pƌessuƌes of paid 
ǁoƌk aŶd uŶpaid household Đhoƌes paƌeŶts siŵplǇ do Ŷot haǀe eŶough tiŵe to 
eŶgage iŶ the full ƌaŶge of ͚good͛ paƌeŶtiŶg oŶ a fƌeƋueŶt ďasis. This ǁould ƌesult iŶ a 
Ŷegatiǀe assoĐiatioŶ ďetǁeeŶ tiŵe pƌessuƌe aŶd ouƌ ŵeasuƌes of good paƌeŶtiŶg. 
AlteƌŶatiǀelǇ, it is possiďle to hǇpothesise a ƌelatioŶship iŶ the opposite diƌeĐtioŶ. 
Tiŵe-use diaƌies suggest that oŶe of the ƌeasoŶs foƌ feeliŶgs of tiŵe sĐaƌĐitǇ is 
pƌeĐiselǇ ďeĐause shifts iŶ eǆpeĐtatioŶs aƌouŶd ǁhat paƌeŶts do ŵeaŶs that ŵotheƌs 
aŶd fatheƌs Ŷoǁ speŶd sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ ŵoƌe tiŵe ǁith theiƌ ĐhildƌeŶ thaŶ iŶ the past 
;“ulliǀaŶ ϮϬϭϭͿ. This ǁould lead us to eǆpeĐt that paƌeŶts ǁho eŶgage iŶ positiǀe 
paƌeŶtiŶg pƌaĐtiĐes ŵost ofteŶ feel ŵoƌe − ƌatheƌ thaŶ less − tiŵe pƌessuƌe. DƌaǁiŶg 
oŶ ǁoƌk ďǇ FƌedeƌiĐk ;ϭϵϵϱͿ aŶd )ukeǁiĐh ;ϭϵϵϴͿ oŶ tiŵe sĐaƌĐitǇ ǁe ideŶtified tiŵe 
pƌessuƌed paƌeŶts iŶ the P“E as those ǁho eǆpeƌieŶĐe tiŵe sĐaƌĐitǇ aĐĐoƌdiŶg to 
seǀeŶ oƌ ŵoƌe ͚tiŵe ĐƌuŶĐh͛ iteŵs.iv IŶ additioŶ ǁe iŶĐluded tǁo ŵeasuƌes of 
household eŵploǇŵeŶt − ǁhetheƌ aŶǇoŶe iŶ the household is uŶeŵploǇed aŶd 
ǁhetheƌ all adults aƌe iŶ ǁoƌk − to gaiŶ a seŶse of paƌeŶts͛ tiŵe ĐoŵŵitŵeŶts to 
paid ǁoƌk. 
 
Ouƌ data is dƌaǁŶ fƌoŵ the PoǀeƌtǇ aŶd “oĐial EǆĐlusioŶ iŶ the UK ;P“EͿ suƌǀeǇ ǁhiĐh 
ǁas Đaƌƌied out ďetǁeeŶ MaƌĐh aŶd DeĐeŵďeƌ ϮϬϭϮ aŶd Đoǀeƌed ϱ,ϭϵϯ households 
iŶ ǁhiĐh ϭϮ,Ϭϵϳ people ǁeƌe liǀiŶg. The ŵultistage suƌǀeǇ ǁas pƌiŵaƌilǇ ĐoŶĐeƌŶed 
ǁith ŵeasuƌiŶg poǀeƌtǇ thƌough ideŶtifǇiŶg hoǁ ŵaŶǇ people fall ďeloǁ ǁhat the 
puďliĐ agƌee is a ŵiŶiŵuŵ staŶdaƌd of liǀiŶg. The sŵalleƌ saŵple aŶalǇsed foƌ this 
papeƌ ǁas ŵade up of all households ǁhiĐh iŶĐluded a paƌeŶt aŶd at least oŶe 
depeŶdeŶt Đhild aged ϭϲ oƌ uŶdeƌ ǁhiĐh ƌesulted iŶ a saŵple of ϭ,ϲϲϱ Đases. Oǀeƌall, 
ϯϬ peƌ ĐeŶt of the ǁeighted saŵple had a degƌee oƌ higheƌ ƋualifiĐatioŶ, ϮϬ peƌ ĐeŶt 
ǁeƌe solo paƌeŶtsv, ϯϭ peƌ ĐeŶt liǀed iŶ a household at ƌisk of poǀeƌtǇ, ϰϰ peƌ ĐeŶt 
felt pooƌ soŵetiŵes oƌ all the tiŵe, aŶd ϭϰ peƌ ĐeŶt ƌated theiƌ liǀiŶg staŶdaƌds 
ďeloǁ aǀeƌage. A sŵall ŵiŶoƌitǇ of ϱ peƌ ĐeŶt eǆpeƌieŶĐed eǆtƌeŵe tiŵe pƌessuƌe 
;see GoƌdoŶ et al. ϮϬϭϯ foƌ statistiĐs oŶ the suƌǀeǇ as ǁholeͿ. 
 
PaƌeŶtiŶg AĐtiǀities 
Ouƌ desĐƌiptiǀe aŶalǇsis of eaĐh paƌeŶtiŶg aĐtiǀitǇ ;Figuƌe ϭͿ shoǁs that oǀeƌ ϱϬ peƌ 
ĐeŶt of paƌeŶts saǇ theǇ eat a ŵeal, ǁatĐh TV, ƌead aŶd plaǇ gaŵes ǁith theiƌ 
ĐhildƌeŶ, as ǁell as helpiŶg ǁith hoŵeǁoƌk eǀeƌǇ daǇ oƌ ŵost daǇs; these aƌe all 
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fƌeƋueŶtlǇ uŶdeƌtakeŶ aĐtiǀities. OŶlǇ doiŶg spoƌts ǁith ĐhildƌeŶ ƌegisteƌs a loǁeƌ 
leǀel of ƌegulaƌ eŶgageŵeŶt, although theƌe aƌe still Ϯϴ peƌ ĐeŶt of paƌeŶts ǁho saǇ 
that theǇ do this at least fouƌ daǇs a ǁeek. Whetheƌ paƌeŶts atteŶded sĐhool 
paƌeŶts͛ eǀeŶiŶgs ǁas asked as a sepaƌate ƋuestioŶ aŶd ƌespoŶses to this ǁeƌe also 
eǆaŵiŶed. Theƌe ǁeƌe ϭϰϬϱ ƌespoŶsesvi ǁith aŶ oǀeƌǁhelŵiŶg ϵϬ peƌ ĐeŶt of paƌeŶts 
saǇiŶg that theǇ had atteŶded at least oŶe ŵeetiŶg iŶ the last Ǉeaƌ.  
 
Figure ϭ aďout here 
 
NotǁithstaŶdiŶg the geŶeƌal iŵpƌessioŶ of sigŶifiĐaŶt paƌeŶtal eŶgageŵeŶt, aŶd 
aside fƌoŵ the paƌeŶts͛ eǀeŶiŶg ƋuestioŶ, theƌe is a suďstaŶtial degƌee of ǀaƌiatioŶ iŶ 
paƌeŶtiŶg pƌaĐtiĐes. Foƌ eǆaŵple ǁhile ϰϯ peƌ ĐeŶt of paƌeŶts ƌead ǁith theiƌ 
ĐhildƌeŶ eǀeƌǇ daǇ, theƌe aƌe ϮϬ peƌ ĐeŶt ǁho saǇ that theǇ Ŷeǀeƌ do so aŶd a fuƌtheƌ 
Ϯϭ peƌ ĐeŶt ǁho do so a ŵaǆiŵuŵ of thƌee daǇs a ǁeek. This leǀel of ǀaƌiatioŶ aĐƌoss 
ouƌ paƌeŶtiŶg aĐtiǀities alloǁs foƌ the oppoƌtuŶitǇ of eǆploƌiŶg ǁhiĐh, if aŶǇ, of ouƌ 
suggested iŶflueŶĐiŶg faĐtoƌs aƌe ƌelated to the fƌeƋueŶĐǇ of paƌeŶtiŶg aĐtiǀities. 
  
Befoƌe lookiŶg at the iŶflueŶĐe of poǀeƌtǇ, eduĐatioŶ aŶd tiŵe ǁe eǆaŵiŶed the 
eǆteŶt to ǁhiĐh these paƌeŶtal aĐtiǀities ǀaƌied ďǇ the age of ĐhildƌeŶ. UŶlike Đohoƌt 
studies, ǁhiĐh take as theiƌ saŵpliŶg stƌategǇ a gƌoup of paƌtiĐipaŶts ǁho aƌe all the 
saŵe age, ouƌ household studǇ iŶĐludes paƌeŶts ǁith depeŶdeŶt ĐhildƌeŶ fƌoŵ Ϭ to 
ϭϲ.  As Ŷoted aďoǀe ǁe did Ŷot ƌestƌiĐt ouƌ aŶalǇsis to the ǇouŶgest age gƌoup aŶd 
theƌefoƌe desigŶed ƋuestioŶs that ǁould applǇ aĐƌoss a ƌelatiǀelǇ ǁide age speĐtƌuŵ 
e.g. the ƋuestioŶ oŶ ƌeadiŶg ǁas phƌased as ͚Hoǁ ofteŶ do Ǉou ƌead ǁith Ǉouƌ 
ĐhildƌeŶ oƌ talk ǁith theŵ aďout ǁhat theǇ aƌe ƌeadiŶg͛ so as to aǀoid ƌestƌiĐtiŶg this 
ƋuestioŶ to paƌeŶts ǁhose ĐhildƌeŶ ĐaŶŶot ƌead iŶdepeŶdeŶtlǇ. It is to ďe eǆpeĐted 
that the tǇpe of aĐtiǀities aŶd theiƌ fƌeƋueŶĐǇ ǀaƌies as ĐhildƌeŶ gƌoǁ oldeƌ: doiŶg 
spoƌtiŶg aĐtiǀities oƌ plaǇiŶg gaŵes togetheƌ ŵight ďe eǆpeĐted to peak iŶ the 
pƌiŵaƌǇ sĐhool Ǉeaƌs; ƌeadiŶg ŵight ďe assoĐiated ŵost stƌoŶglǇ ǁith eaƌlǇ Ǉeaƌs; 
aŶd teleǀisioŶ ǀieǁiŶg Đould ďe aŶtiĐipated as less age speĐifiĐ. While Ŷot ĐeŶtƌal to 
ouƌ ƌeseaƌĐh ƋuestioŶ, aŶalǇsis ĐoŶfiƌŵed the iŵpoƌtaŶĐe of takiŶg ĐhildƌeŶ s͛ age 
iŶto aĐĐouŶt; the fƌeƋueŶĐǇ of teleǀisioŶ ǀieǁiŶg, plaǇiŶg gaŵes, ƌeadiŶg aŶd 
spoƌtiŶg aĐtiǀities aƌe highlǇ Đhild-age depeŶdeŶt. AƌouŶd ϴϬ peƌ ĐeŶt of paƌeŶts 
ǁith a Đhild aged uŶdeƌ fiǀe plaǇ gaŵes fouƌ oƌ ŵoƌe daǇs a ǁeek ďut this fell to oŶlǇ 
teŶ peƌ ĐeŶt aŵoŶgst those ǁhose ǇouŶgest Đhild ǁas ϭϮ oƌ oǀeƌ. AssistaŶĐe ǁith 
hoŵeǁoƌk had a diffeƌeŶt distƌiďutioŶ ǁith a ŵoƌe ĐoŶsisteŶt ϱϱ to ϲϱ peƌ ĐeŶt of 
paƌeŶts doiŶg sĐhoolǁoƌk ǁith ĐhildƌeŶ ŵost oƌ eǀeƌǇ daǇ; the highest peƌĐeŶtage 
ǁas aŵoŶg paƌeŶts ǁhose ǇouŶgest Đhild ǁas of pƌiŵaƌǇ sĐhool age. “iŵilaƌlǇ, eatiŶg 
togetheƌ shoǁed ƌelatiǀelǇ little ǀaƌiatioŶ ďǇ age of Đhild.  
 
Tiŵe pressure, Poǀerty aŶd EduĐatioŶ 
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TuƌŶiŶg to ouƌ suďstaŶtiǀe ĐoŶĐeƌŶs, ǁe pƌeseŶt the aŶalǇsis iŶ teƌŵs of ƌelatiǀe ƌisk 
ƌatios iŶ Figuƌe Ϯ. The ƌelatiǀe ƌisk is the ƌatio of tǁo gƌoup peƌĐeŶtages so that a 
ƌelatiǀe ƌisk ;‘‘Ϳ sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ oƌ loǁeƌ thaŶ ϭ iŶdiĐates a diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ 
the tǁo gƌoups. The Đhaƌt shows the relative risk of parents with the characteristics 
on the horizontal axis (e.g. being at risk of poverty) of having low (3 or fewer days) 
engagement in parental activities, compared to other parents. Relative Risks above 
the line set at 1 indicate parents with those characteristics are more likely to have 
low engagement; those below the line show parents with those characteristics are 
less likely to have low engagement i.e. are more likely to engage in these activities 
most or every day. Where error bars do not cross the line set at 1 there is a 
statistically significant difference between parents with and without the listed 
characteristics and these significant relationships are also indicated by a full black 
dot.  
  
Fiƌst to the iŶdepeŶdeŶt ǀaƌiaďles ǁhiĐh offeƌed Ŷo, oƌ ǀeƌǇ little, eǆplaŶatoƌǇ poǁeƌ. 
The degƌee to ǁhiĐh paƌeŶts eǆpƌessed a feeliŶg of tiŵe pƌessuƌe ǁas Ŷot assoĐiated 
ǁith aŶǇ of ouƌ Ŷaŵed paƌeŶtiŶg aĐtiǀities. It is ǁoƌth ŶotiŶg that iŶ ƌelatioŶ to all 
the depeŶdeŶt paƌeŶtiŶg pƌaĐtiĐe ǀaƌiaďles the ĐoŶfideŶĐe iŶteƌǀals foƌ ouƌ ŵeasuƌe 
of ͚tiŵe ĐƌuŶĐh͛ ǁeƌe ǀeƌǇ laƌge. This is partly because this measure of extreme time 
pressure includes only a small minority of parents. However more generous (lower 
threshold) time-crunch measures also showed no significant relationship.vii Ouƌ pƌoǆǇ 
ŵeasuƌe of houƌs aǀailaďle foƌ paƌeŶt-Đhild iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ;eŵploǇŵeŶtͿ also pƌoduĐed 
Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt ƌelatioŶships. “o, Ŷeitheƌ the tiŵe pƌessuƌe of juggliŶg paid ǁoƌk Ŷoƌ 
the suďjeĐtiǀe eǆpeƌieŶĐe of feeliŶg ͚ƌushed͛ is ƌelated to the fƌeƋueŶĐǇ of ouƌ 
paƌeŶtiŶg aĐtiǀities. 
 
IŵpoƌtaŶtlǇ, ǁhetheƌ a household ĐaŶ ďe Đategoƌised as pooƌ – ŵeasuƌed eitheƌ ďǇ 
iŶĐoŵe oƌ suďjeĐtiǀelǇ – ŵade Ŷo sigŶifiĐaŶt diffeƌeŶĐe to the fƌeƋueŶĐǇ ǁith ǁhiĐh 
paƌeŶts eŶgaged iŶ ŵost of ouƌ ͚good͛ paƌeŶtiŶg aĐtiǀities. This fiŶdiŶg is ǁoƌth ƌe-
eŵphasisiŶg; those ǁith loǁeƌ iŶĐoŵes oƌ ǁho felt pooƌ ǁeƌe as likelǇ to eŶgage iŶ 
all of the ͚good͛ paƌeŶt-Đhild aĐtiǀities as eǀeƌǇoŶe else. The tǁo eǆĐeptioŶs to this 
aƌe TV ǀieǁiŶg aŶd haǀiŶg aŶ eǀeŶiŶg ŵeal ǁith ĐhildƌeŶ; paƌeŶts ǁhose household 
iŶĐoŵe ǁas ďeloǁ ϲϬ% of the ŵediaŶ ǁeƌe ŵore likelǇ to ǁatĐh teleǀisioŶ aŶd haǀe 
eǀeŶiŶg ŵeals ǁith theiƌ ĐhildƌeŶ fƌeƋueŶtlǇ. These tǁo aĐtiǀities also stood out iŶ 
ƌelatioŶ to eduĐatioŶal ƋualifiĐatioŶs aŶd aƌe disĐussed fuƌtheƌ ďeloǁ. Theƌefoƌe, 
despite the fƌeƋueŶtlǇ ŵade assoĐiatioŶ ďetǁeeŶ poǀeƌtǇ aŶd a laĐk of appƌopƌiate 
paƌeŶtiŶg, theƌe is Ŷo Đleaƌ eǀideŶĐe foƌ this ƌelatioŶship iŶ ouƌ fiŶdiŶgs. 
 
Ouƌ thiƌd iŶdepeŶdeŶt ǀaƌiaďle – eduĐatioŶ – also pƌoduĐed soŵe ŶoŶ-sigŶifiĐaŶt 
ƌesults. The leǀel of eduĐatioŶal ƋualifiĐatioŶ held ǁas iƌƌeleǀaŶt iŶ ƌelatioŶ to spoƌts 
aĐtiǀities aŶd plaǇiŶg gaŵes. Hoǁeǀeƌ, those holdiŶg a degƌee leǀel ƋualifiĐatioŶ oƌ 
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higheƌ ǁeƌe ŵoƌe likelǇ to ƌead oƌ do hoŵeǁoƌk ǁith ĐhildƌeŶ fƌeƋueŶtlǇ. TeleǀisioŶ 
ǀieǁiŶg aŶd haǀiŶg aŶ eǀeŶiŶg ŵeal togetheƌ had a ƌatheƌ diffeƌeŶt ƌelatioŶship; 
those ǁith degƌee oƌ higheƌ eduĐatioŶal ƋualifiĐatioŶs ǁeƌe less likelǇ to ǁatĐh 
teleǀisioŶ aŶd haǀe a ŵeal ǁith theiƌ ĐhildƌeŶ fƌeƋueŶtlǇ. “peĐifiĐallǇ theǇ ǁeƌe ϭ.ϴ 
;teleǀisioŶͿ aŶd Ϯ.Ϯ ;ŵealͿ tiŵes ŵoƌe likelǇ to ĐaƌƌǇ out these aĐtiǀities thƌee oƌ 
feǁeƌ daǇs a ǁeek thaŶ those ǁho ǁith loǁeƌ ƋualifiĐatioŶs. HeŶĐe, ϯϳ peƌ ĐeŶt of 
paƌeŶts ǁith a degƌee ǁatĐh teleǀisioŶ ǁith theiƌ ĐhildƌeŶ ϯ oƌ feǁeƌ daǇs a ǁeek, 
Đoŵpaƌed to Ϯϴ peƌ ĐeŶt of those ǁho haǀe loǁeƌ ƋualifiĐatioŶs ;a ƌelatiǀe ƌisk of 
ϭ.ϳͿ.viii  
 
Figure Ϯ aďout here 
 
IŶ ƌelatioŶ to the ƌelatioŶships ǁith teleǀisioŶ ǀieǁiŶg aŶd faŵilǇ ŵealtiŵes, ǁe 
suggest that ďoth ŵateƌial aŶd Đultuƌal faĐtoƌs ŵaǇ plaǇ a ƌole. The ĐhildƌeŶ of those 
ǁith gƌeateƌ fiŶaŶĐial ƌesouƌĐes ŵaǇ ďe less likelǇ to ƌelǇ oŶ teleǀisioŶ ǀieǁiŶg as a 
leisuƌe puƌsuit as theǇ haǀe the aďilitǇ to aĐĐess a ǁide ƌaŶge of paid aĐtiǀities. These 
ŵaǇ ďe aĐtiǀities suĐh as goiŶg to the ĐiŶeŵa oƌ theatƌe that aƌe doŶe as a faŵilǇ; 
GilďǇ et al. ;ϮϬϬϴͿ fouŶd that higheƌ iŶĐoŵe faŵilies haǀe ŵoƌe daǇs out aŶd less 
tiŵe at hoŵe. AlteƌŶatiǀelǇ theǇ ŵaǇ ďe eǆtƌa-ĐuƌƌiĐulaƌ aĐtiǀities foƌ ĐhildƌeŶ suĐh 
as spoƌts Đluďs oƌ ŵusiĐ lessoŶs. EŶgagiŶg iŶ a ĐoŵďiŶatioŶ of these aĐtiǀities ŵaǇ 
ƌeduĐe the fƌeƋueŶĐǇ of teleǀisioŶ ǁatĐhiŶg.   
 
The fiŶdiŶgs ƌegaƌdiŶg teleǀisioŶ ǀieǁiŶg ŵaǇ also ďe eǀideŶĐe of a Đultuƌal gap 
ďetǁeeŶ ŵiddle-Đlass aŶd ǁoƌkiŶg-Đlass ǀieǁs that ƌefleĐts a gƌoǁiŶg aǀeƌsioŶ to 
teleǀisioŶ ǀieǁiŶg as a passiǀe leisuƌe aĐtiǀitǇ aŵoŶg soŵe highlǇ eduĐated aŶd 
ďetteƌ off faŵilies. GiǀeŶ that the ƌespoŶses aƌe those offeƌed ďǇ paƌeŶts, theƌe ŵaǇ 
ďe the possiďilitǇ of a soĐial desiƌaďilitǇ ďias ǁheƌeďǇ soŵe paƌeŶts ǁish to ͚displaǇ͛ 
;Đf FiŶĐh ϮϬϬϳͿ a ǀeƌsioŶ of good paƌeŶthood/faŵilǇ that does Ŷot iŶĐlude teleǀisioŶ 
ǀieǁiŶg. ViŶĐeŶt aŶd Ball ;ϮϬϬϳͿ suggest that eŶƌolliŶg ĐhildƌeŶ oŶ eŶƌiĐhŵeŶt 
aĐtiǀities ǁas a ǁaǇ theiƌ ŵiddle-Đlass iŶteƌǀieǁees ŵaŶaged ƌisks aŶd aŶǆieties 
aďout paƌeŶtiŶg iŶ aŶ uŶĐeƌtaiŶ soĐial ĐoŶteǆt. “iŵilaƌlǇ Wheeleƌ ;ϮϬϭϰͿ suggests 
that ŵiddles-Đlass faŵilies aƌe ďeĐoŵiŶg iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ Đhild-ĐeŶtƌed aŶd stƌuĐtuƌed iŶ 
oƌdeƌ to fulfil doŵiŶaŶt ideas of good paƌeŶtiŶg. MiŶiŵisiŶg teleǀisioŶ ǀieǁiŶg aŶd 
eŵphasisiŶg otheƌ aĐtiǀities ǁould ďe iŶ liŶe ǁith this aƌguŵeŶt. This ŵaǇ also ŵeaŶ 
that teleǀisioŶ is used diffeƌeŶtlǇ ďǇ faŵilies depeŶdiŶg oŶ theiƌ eduĐatioŶal 
ďaĐkgƌouŶd aŶd oĐĐupatioŶal situatioŶ. Foƌ ŵiddle-Đlass faŵilies ǁho aƌe tiŵe pooƌ 
due to loŶg ǁoƌkiŶg ǁeeksix ;WaƌƌeŶ ϮϬϬϯͿ teleǀisioŶ ŵaǇ ďe used as a ͚ďaďǇsittiŶg͛ 
seƌǀiĐe alloǁiŶg paƌeŶts to get oŶ ǁith household tasks aŶd paid ǁoƌk at hoŵe as 
opposed to a joiŶt leisuƌe aĐtiǀitǇ foƌ the faŵilǇ to do togetheƌ; Ŷote that the 
ƋuestioŶs ƌefeƌ to the eǆteŶt to ǁhiĐh teleǀisioŶ is a joiŶt paƌeŶt-Đhild aĐtiǀitǇ Ŷot the 
total tiŵe that ĐhildƌeŶ speŶd ǁatĐhiŶg teleǀisioŶ.  
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HighlǇ eduĐated paƌeŶts ǁeƌe also less likelǇ to haǀe a faŵilǇ ŵeal togetheƌ 
fƌeƋueŶtlǇ. Figuƌe Ϯ shoǁs that paƌeŶts ǁho aƌe ŵoƌe highlǇ eduĐated aƌe ϱϬ peƌ 
ĐeŶt ŵoƌe likelǇ to haǀe a ŵeal ǁith theiƌ ĐhildƌeŶ ϯ oƌ feǁeƌ daǇs a ǁeek thaŶ those 
ǁith loǁeƌ eduĐatioŶal ƋualifiĐatioŶ. The issue of ĐooƌdiŶatiŶg sǇŶĐhƌoŶous faŵilǇ 
tiŵe has ďeeŶ highlighted as paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ diffiĐult foƌ dual eaƌŶiŶg households 
;BƌaŶŶeŶ et al. ϮϬϭϯͿ ǁho ŵake up aŶ iŶĐƌeasiŶg pƌopoƌtioŶ of Đouple households 
ǁith ĐhildƌeŶ ;CoŶŶollǇ et al. ϮϬϭϯͿ. BƌaŶŶeŶ et al.͛ s ;ϮϬϭϯͿ Ƌualitatiǀe ǁoƌk oŶ faŵilǇ 
ŵeal tiŵes fouŶd that although all theiƌ faŵilies pƌioƌitised eatiŶg togetheƌ as a 
pƌiŶĐiple of faŵilǇ life, it ǁas diffiĐult to adheƌe to this iŶ pƌaĐtiĐe. Tiŵe pƌessuƌes oŶ 
dual ǁoƌkiŶg faŵilies ŵeaŶt it ǁas Ŷot alǁaǇs possiďle to ĐooƌdiŶate eatiŶg togetheƌ 
giǀeŶ the oƌgaŶisatioŶ of ǁoƌkiŶg houƌs aŶd ĐhildƌeŶ s͛ aĐtiǀities. TheǇ also Ŷote that 
ŵotheƌs͛ aĐĐouŶts ͞suggest little ƌegƌet ďut ƌatheƌ aŶ aĐĐoŵŵodatioŶ to ƌealitǇ͟ 
;pϰϮϴͿ. It is of Ŷote that faŵilǇ ŵealtiŵes aƌe ǀieǁed as ǀaluaďle ďut seeŵ to hold a 
less ĐeŶtƌal positioŶ iŶ the ͚doiŶg͛ of faŵilǇ life iŶ the UK thaŶ iŶ soŵe otheƌ 
ĐouŶtƌies, suĐh as JapaŶ ;Authoƌ AͿ. IŶ the UK it seeŵs possiďle foƌ faŵilǇ ŵeals to 
ďe doǁŶplaǇed ƌelatiǀe to otheƌ pƌaĐtiĐes; peƌhaps iŶ faǀouƌ of ͚dǇadiĐ͛ paƌeŶt-Đhild 
aĐtiǀities suĐh as ƌeadiŶg oƌ suppoƌtiŶg hoŵeǁoƌk that aƌe ŵoƌe fleǆiďle iŶ teƌŵs of 
ǁheŶ theǇ happeŶ. 
 
GiǀeŶ eǆistiŶg eǀideŶĐe aďout ŵiddle-Đlass ĐoŶĐeƌted ĐultiǀatioŶ, iŶ ĐoŵďiŶatioŶ 
ǁith a doŵiŶaŶt disĐouƌse that eduĐatioŶal aĐhieǀeŵeŶt is a ŶeĐessaƌǇ ƌeƋuiƌeŵeŶt 
foƌ futuƌe eŵploǇaďilitǇ, aŶd a politiĐal ŵaŶtƌa that paƌeŶtal eŶgageŵeŶt iŶ 
ĐhildƌeŶ s͛ sĐhooliŶg is esseŶtial, the fiŶdiŶg that those ǁith higheƌ eduĐatioŶal 
ƋualifiĐatioŶs aƌe ŵoƌe likelǇ to eŶgage iŶ hoŵeǁoƌk aŶd ƌeadiŶg ǁith ĐhildƌeŶ is 
peƌhaps uŶsuƌpƌisiŶg. Hartas (2011) used the Millennium Cohort Study to examine 
the impact of parental socio-economic characteristics and home learning activities 
on outcomes for young children (a different research question to the one we address 
here). However, her analysis also found that families with both higher incomes and 
higher levels of education were ŵoƌe iŶǀolǀed iŶ hoŵeǁoƌk aŶd ͚eŶƌiĐhŵeŶt 
aĐtiǀities͛, suĐh as ƌeadiŶg aŶd stoƌǇtelliŶg. “iŵilaƌlǇ, Boƌƌa aŶd “eǀilla ;ϮϬϭϰͿ, 
dƌaǁiŶg oŶ tiŵe-use diaƌies, fouŶd that ŵoƌe eduĐated paƌeŶts iŶ the UK ǁeƌe likelǇ 
to speŶd tiŵe helpiŶg theiƌ ĐhildƌeŶ ǁith hoŵeǁoƌk ƌatheƌ thaŶ otheƌ foƌŵs of 
eŶgageŵeŶt. 
 
͚Good͛ aŶd ͚Bad͛ PareŶts 
We eǆaŵiŶed ǁhetheƌ theƌe ǁeƌe stƌoŶg ďiŶaƌǇ ĐoƌƌelatioŶs ;known formally as 
tetrachoric correlations) ďetǁeeŶ eaĐh of the paƌeŶtiŶg aĐtiǀities, that is, ǁhetheƌ if 
a paƌeŶt does oŶe of the aĐtiǀities fƌeƋueŶtlǇ it is likelǇ that theǇ also do otheƌs 
fƌeƋueŶtlǇ ;aŶd, ĐoŶǀeƌselǇ, ďoth aĐtiǀities iŶfƌeƋueŶtlǇͿ. Ouƌ fiŶdiŶgs shoǁ, foƌ the 
ŵost paƌt, loǁ ĐoƌƌelatioŶs ;less thaŶ Ϭ.ϱͿ ďetǁeeŶ the ǀaƌious paƌeŶtiŶg pƌaĐtiĐes 
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ǁith the stƌoŶgest ĐoƌƌelatioŶ ďetǁeeŶ spoƌts aĐtiǀities aŶd plaǇiŶg gaŵes at Ϭ.ϳ aŶd 
plaǇiŶg gaŵes aŶd ƌeadiŶg at Ϭ.ϴ. This suggests that theƌe is Ŷo oǀeƌaƌĐhiŶg ͚good 
paƌeŶtiŶg paĐkage͛ ǁhiĐh soŵe paƌeŶts oďseƌǀe aŶd otheƌs aǀoid.  
 
We fuƌtheƌ eǆploƌed this issue ďǇ usiŶg lateŶt Đlass aŶalǇsis, a statistiĐal ŵethod 
ǁhiĐh alloǁs ƌeseaƌĐheƌs to fiŶd gƌoups ǁith distiŶĐt uŶdeƌlǇiŶg patteƌŶs oŶ a set of 
ǀaƌiaďlesx. As shoǁŶ iŶ figuƌe ϯ, ǁe agaiŶ fouŶd Ŷo eǀideŶĐe of a distiŶĐt gƌoup of 
paƌeŶts ǁho ĐoŶsisteŶtlǇ do Ŷot eŶgage iŶ these high-pƌofile paƌeŶt-Đhild aĐtiǀities. 
This is poteŶtiallǇ iŵpoƌtaŶt siŶĐe ƌeĐeŶt politiĐal disĐouƌse has Ŷot oŶlǇ pƌoŵoted 
the idea that ͚pooƌ paƌeŶtiŶg͛ eǆists ďut also eŵphasised the eǆisteŶĐe of a group of 
paƌeŶts ǁho peƌsisteŶtlǇ fail to eŶgage iŶ paƌeŶtiŶg aĐtiǀities that aƌe ďeŶefiĐial foƌ 
theiƌ ĐhildƌeŶ. IŶstead, ďǇ lookiŶg at the statistiĐal assoĐiatioŶ ďetǁeeŶ lateŶt Đlass 
ŵeŵďeƌship, age of ǇouŶgest Đhild, aŶd the iŶdepeŶdeŶt ǀaƌiaďles ĐoŶsideƌed 
aďoǀe, this aŶalǇsis offeƌs suppoƌt foƌ ouƌ eaƌlieƌ fiŶdiŶgs that ĐhildƌeŶ s͛ age is the 
ŵost sigŶifiĐaŶt iŶdiĐatoƌ of ǁhetheƌ paƌeŶts eŶgage iŶ keǇ paƌeŶtiŶg aĐtiǀities. Tǁo 
of the Đlasses stƌoŶglǇ ƌefleĐted the age of ĐhildƌeŶ; paƌeŶts ǁho ǁeƌe least likelǇ to 
haǀe theiƌ ǇouŶgest Đhild uŶdeƌ fiǀe had the loǁest aĐtiǀitǇ leǀels aĐƌoss the ďoaƌd, 
aŶd those ŵost likelǇ to haǀe theiƌ ǇouŶgest Đhild uŶdeƌ fiǀe had ŶotaďlǇ high 
fƌeƋueŶĐies foƌ ƌeadiŶg aŶd plaǇiŶg. A third class tracked the average frequency of 
engagement in child based activities for parents as a whole. Finally, a fourth class 
was present. This group is of interest because, although a clear minority at 24 per 
cent, they were noticeably more engaged in reading and significantly more likely to 
have degree or higher levels of educational qualifications themselves.xi The eǆisteŶĐe 
of this gƌoup of paƌeŶts eǆplaiŶs the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ ƌeadiŶg aŶd eduĐatioŶal 
ƋualifiĐatioŶs ƌefeƌƌed to eaƌlieƌ. 
 
Figure ϯ aďout here 
 
CoŶĐlusioŶ 
Ouƌ aŶalǇsis eǆploƌes the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ poǀeƌtǇ, eduĐatioŶ, tiŵe aŶd high 
pƌofile ͚good͛ paƌeŶtiŶg pƌaĐtiĐes aĐƌoss a saŵple of UK paƌeŶts. While the ƌesults 
aƌe espeĐiallǇ peƌtiŶeŶt to the UK giǀeŶ ĐuƌƌeŶt goǀeƌŶŵeŶt disĐouƌse aŶd poliĐǇ, 
theǇ also aƌe ƌeleǀaŶt to ďƌoadeƌ deďates oŶ the Ŷatuƌe of ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ paƌeŶtiŶg, 
state iŶteƌǀeŶtioŶ iŶ faŵilǇ life, aŶd the iŵpaĐt of eĐoŶoŵiĐ aŶd eduĐatioŶal 
ƌesouƌĐes oŶ ǁhat paƌeŶts do.  
 
Ouƌ ƌesults ĐaŶ ďe ƌead as ĐoŶfiƌŵatioŶ of the doŵiŶaŶĐe of a Đultuƌe of iŶteŶsiǀe 
paƌeŶtiŶg iŶ ǁhiĐh paƌeŶts aƌe eǆpeĐted to eŶgage iŶ a ƌaŶge of Đhild-ĐeŶtƌed 
aĐtiǀities oŶ a ƌegulaƌ ďasis. CoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ good paƌeŶtiŶg has ďeeŶ ĐhaƌaĐteƌised as 
aŶ ͞affiliatioŶ to a ĐeƌtaiŶ ǁaǇ of ƌaisiŶg a Đhild͟ ;FaiƌĐloth aŶd Lee ϮϬϭϬͿ ǁhiĐh iŶ 
pƌaĐtiĐe iŶǀolǀes aŶ oǀeƌlǇ Ŷaƌƌoǁ foƌŵulatioŶ of good paƌeŶtiŶg that doŵiŶates iŶ 
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populaƌ disĐouƌse aŶd poliĐǇ ;Gillies ϮϬϭϬͿ. The ƌeseaƌĐh pƌeseŶted heƌe suggests 
that, ǁhetheƌ foƌ good oƌ ill, the ŵaŶtƌa of ǁhat iŶǀolǀed paƌeŶtiŶg should do 
appeaƌs to ĐoƌƌespoŶd ǁith paƌeŶts͛ eǀeƌǇdaǇ pƌaĐtiĐes. As is the Đase ǁith aŶǇ 
suƌǀeǇ askiŶg aďout aĐtiǀities theƌe ŵaǇ ďe a disjuŶĐtuƌe ďetǁeeŶ ǁhat people saǇ 
theǇ do aŶd ǁhat theǇ ƌeallǇ do. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the high leǀel of agƌeeŵeŶt iŶ the 
ƌespoŶses Đould also ďe iŶteƌpƌeted as additioŶal eǀideŶĐe of ĐoheƌeŶĐe aĐƌoss the 
soĐial speĐtƌuŵ aƌouŶd the ͚displaǇs͛ ;Đf FiŶĐh ϮϬϬϳͿ ǁhiĐh ĐouŶt as good paƌeŶtiŶg. 
This fiŶdiŶg ŵight suggest that a foĐus foƌ faŵilǇ soĐiologists should ĐoŶtiŶue to ďe 
eǆpliĐatiŶg the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ the theoƌetiĐal ĐoŶĐepts of ͚doiŶg͛ aŶd 
͚displaǇiŶg͛ paƌeŶtiŶg. 
 
The fiŶdiŶgs suppoƌt the ǀieǁ that assoĐiatioŶs ŵade ďetǁeeŶ loǁ leǀels of 
eduĐatioŶ, poǀeƌtǇ aŶd pooƌ paƌeŶtiŶg aƌe ideologiĐallǇ dƌiǀeŶ ƌatheƌ thaŶ ďased oŶ 
eŵpiƌiĐal eǀideŶĐe. Claiŵs that faŵilies ǁho aƌe pooƌ oƌ aƌe less ǁell eduĐated do 
Ŷot eŶgage iŶ high pƌofile ͚good͛ paƌeŶtiŶg pƌaĐtiĐes aƌe ŵisplaĐed. AŶd ǁe fouŶd Ŷo 
eǀideŶĐe foƌ the eǆisteŶĐe of a gƌoup of  ͚deliŶƋueŶt͛ paƌeŶts ǁho fail to paƌtiĐipate 
iŶ paƌeŶt-Đhild aĐtiǀities; iŶ faĐt ǀeƌǇ feǁ ƌespoŶdeŶts ǁeƌe ͚optiŶg out͛ of age 
appƌopƌiate paƌeŶtiŶg pƌaĐtiĐes. These ƌesults aƌe theŶ at odds ǁith ĐoŵŵoŶplaĐe 
populaƌ, ŵedia aŶd politiĐal disĐouƌses ǁhiĐh ƌefeƌ, ofteŶ uŶĐoŶtƌoǀeƌsiallǇ, to 
͚pƌoďleŵ paƌeŶts͛ iŶ ͚tƌouďled faŵilies͛ ǁho Ŷeed to ďe ͚fiǆed .͛ These fiŶdiŶgs aƌe 
ǀaluaďle ďeĐause theǇ ĐaŶ help to ƌefute this doŵiŶaŶt disĐouƌse ǁith ƋuaŶtitatiǀe 
eǀideŶĐe.  
 
Geǁiƌtz͛s ;ϮϬϬϭͿ aƌguŵeŶt ǁas that good paƌeŶtiŶg oƌigiŶates iŶ the ǀalues aŶd 
behaviours of a fraction of middle-class parents while Irwin and Elley (2011) also 
drew attention to differences within the middle-class. We also fouŶd eǀideŶĐe of the 
eǆisteŶĐe of a gƌoup of paƌeŶts at the top eŶd of the soĐial speĐtƌuŵ ǁho aƌe doiŶg 
ŵoƌe – oƌ at least saǇiŶg theǇ aƌe doiŶg ŵoƌe – thaŶ the ƌest. It should ďe 
eŵphasised that this fiŶdiŶg is less ƌoďust thaŶ ouƌ ŵaiŶ fiŶdiŶg. Hoǁeǀeƌ, it does 
iŶdiĐate that a ƌeoƌieŶtatioŶ iŶ thiŶkiŶg aďout ǁho ƌeallǇ is ͚diffeƌeŶt͛ is iŶ oƌdeƌ. Ouƌ 
suggestioŶ is that the ŵost eduĐatioŶallǇ adǀaŶtaged fƌaĐtioŶ of the ŵiddle-Đlass aƌe 
settiŶg the toŶe aŶd staŶdaƌd iŶ teƌŵs of keǇ ŵaƌkeƌs of eduĐatioŶallǇ ͚appƌopƌiate͛ 
aŶd ͚suppoƌtiǀe͛ paƌeŶtiŶg. IŶstead of ŵaiŶtaiŶiŶg a foĐus oŶ the paƌeŶtiŶg 
ďehaǀiouƌs of those ǁho aƌe ŵost disadǀaŶtaged iŶ the ŵistakeŶ ďelief that theǇ ͚do͛ 
paƌeŶtiŶg diffeƌeŶtlǇ, it ŵaǇ ďe tiŵe foƌ gƌeateƌ atteŶtioŶ oŶ the ŵost adǀaŶtaged. 
This is liŶe ǁith the ƌeĐeŶt Đall foƌ those ŵeasuƌiŶg liǀiŶg staŶdaƌds to iŵpƌoǀe 
iŶdiĐes iŶ ƌelatioŶ to ŵiddle aŶd high liǀiŶg staŶdaƌds ;PeƌƌǇ ϮϬϭϭͿ aŶd ǁith Mike 
“aǀage s͛ ;ϮϬϭϯͿ ǀieǁ that soĐiologists should ďƌiŶg ďaĐk the studǇ of elites aŶd ͞foĐus 
Đlass aŶalǇsis ƌight at the top of the Đlass stƌuĐtuƌe .͟ Our findings also have 
implications for thinking about the relationship between values and behaviours in 
relation to class and inequality. The analysis indicates that the most educated 
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parents have the ability to operationalise widely held views about the value of 
educational achievement above and beyond the practices of the average parent. 
Engaging in these activities are likely, indeed have been shown, to provide an 
iŶstƌuŵeŶtal adǀaŶtage foƌ theiƌ ĐhildƌeŶ͛s futuƌe ;HeŶdeƌsoŶ ϮϬϭϯͿ. Our empirical 
findings are therefore pertinent in contributing to theoretical debates which attempt 
to explain how social inequalities are maintained, and, in particular, support the view 
that educational elitism is a key domain (Dorling 2011). 
 
Finally, the idea of high profile as valid proxies for ͚good͛ parenting (beyond ensuring 
that children gain a social advantage) should be called into question. The task for 
parenting research should not only be to examine relationships between resources 
and practices but also to question what is being measured and how this impacts on 
how we think about personal relationships. A richer way to speak of parenting would 
move away from a goal-oriented, individualised framework which limits articulations 
and understanding of what it means to be a parent (Raemaekers and Suissa 2011) 
and instead acknowledge the significance of intimacy, (Author A), emotionality and 
reciprocity; elements that are present- rather than future-oriented.  
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iii Further details of the PSE 2012 survey including full questionnaires are available at 
http://www.poverty.ac.uk.pse-research/about 
iv The time crunch module is made of ten statements with which respondents are asked to 
agree or disagree. The complete statements are available in the questionnaire. 
v Lone parents living with their children and no other adult in the household. 
vi Only parents with a school aged child were asked this question. 
vii OŶe tiŵe ĐƌuŶĐh iteŵ that led to loǁeƌ ƌeliaďilitǇ ;CƌoŶďaĐh͛s alphaͿ ǁheŶ iŶĐluded iŶ the 
time crunch score was also removed but the results remained similar. 
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McCutcheon 2002 for examples).  
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ďeloǁ foƌ paƌeŶts iŶ otheƌ Đlasses ;χ2 with Rao & Scott adjustment for complex samples, 
F=3.4, adjusted ddf=3217, p=0.016). 
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Table 1  
Questions on Parenting Practices 
 
Education  IŶ the last ϭϮ ŵoŶths, haǀe Ǉou ;oƌ Ǉouƌ paƌtŶeƌͿ atteŶded a sĐhool paƌeŶts͛ 
evening? (Yes/No)  How many days in the past 7 days have you, or your partner read stories 
with your child/children or talked with them about what they are reading?  How many days in the past 7 days have you, or your partner helped with or 
discussed homework with your child/children? 
Leisure  How many days in the past 7 days have you, or your partner played games 
with your child/children e.g. computer games, toys, puzzles etc.?  How many days in the past 7 days have you, or your partner done sporting 
or physical activities with your child/children?  How many days in the past 7 days have you, or your partner watched TV 
with your child/children? 
Family mealtimes  How many days in the past 7 days have you, or your partner eaten an 
evening meal with your child/children? 
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Figure 1 
Prevalence of Parenting Practices (n=1665) 
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Figure 2 
Relative risk of taking part in parenting activities 3 or fewer days a week 
Significant differences indicated by black dot, not significant differences by white dot. 
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Figure 3  
Engaging in Parenting Activities 3 or Fewer Days Per Week: Latent Class Profiles 
 
 
 
 
